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Call to order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:20 p.m. 

Dr. O'Brien advised that the first item on the agenda would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 


of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


Concerning the minutes of the Senate meeting of December 15, 1978, it was 
noted that Prof. D. O'Connor should be added to the list of members 
present. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
DECEMBER 15, 1978, AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning the lease for the Norris building, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that while he was not sure of the exact date of expiry, the 
University has been negotiating with the owner of the building for renewal 
of the lease and there was no reason to believe that it would not be renewed 
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for another round. Also., any existing rumours were probably more in 
reference to the space used by the University in the Y.M.C.A. building 
because the Y.M.C.A. was considering various rebuilding plans, and this 
may involve a renegotiation of the amount of space in that building used by 
the University. However, that did not affect the Norris building. 


With respect to certain concerns being voiced over future housing plans for 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, Dr. O'Brien advised that he 
was not in a position to make any formal statement on this because we were 
at that time of the year when everything concerning space was still very 
much up in the air. However, he explained that there were a number of 
space problems that the University was attempting to resolve by obtaining, 
in some cases, better space than we now have and certainly one of the 
questions that was under consideration was the way in which the Faculty of 
Commerce was housed. Again, while negotiations around space were 
currently underway, they have not yet reached the point where one could 
make any definite statements as to what the eventual outcome would be or 
what would be housed where. 


Responding to a question concerning the practice of hiring outside 
consulting agencies to resolve internal engineering and management 
problems, and with particular reference to the hiring of an outside 
consulting agency to consider the Vanier Library situation rather than on 
making use of the existing expertise in the Faculty of Engineering, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that to some extent we did get a certain amount of advice 
from people within the University with expertise on particular problems. He 
explained that there were both major and minor problems and sometimes 
there were minor problems that required major consultations in order to 
resolve them. Insofar as the situation with the Vanier Library was 
concerned, there was a certain hesitation to simply add that on top of the 
load of someone within the University who was already fully occupied. 
Also, while it was perhaps relatively easy to find an outside consultant for a 
specific problem, it would be more difficult to find a way of relieving 
someone from the responsibilities which that individual was carrying out, in 
order to spend the necessary time on a problem of that kind. 


Concern was expressed over the attempt by the Provincial Government to 
limit the number of out-of-province students in the graduate - medical 
programme at McGill University and it was wondered whether there was 
any indication received by Concordia that there may be an attempt to limit 
the number of out-of-province students in some of the University's 
specialized graduate programmes. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the University had not received any such 
indication. He also emphasized that the decision taken with respect to 
McGill was one which came, not from the Ministry of Education, but rather 
from the Ministry of Social Affairs. He advised there have been other 
decisions from the Ministry of Social Affairs that have affected university 
programmes, such as decisions taken concerning internships of various 
kinds in programmes related to that Ministry. In Social Affairs and 
particularly in those programmes which depend upon hospitals and similar 
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bodies for location of internships, there was an obvious entrée or that kind 
of government decision. Since Concordia has very few programmes that 
happen to fall into that category, we have been rather little touched by such 
decisions. 


The decision affecting McGill seemed to belong to a category that was 
related to the Department of Social Affairs and its approach to life, rather 
than to the Department of Education. In that sense, Concordia has not had 
the same set of problems, although we have been marginally touched on 
occasion by some of the Social Affairs Department's and this seemed to be 
another one in the sequence. 


In response to a question concerning smoking in classrooms, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that in February 1976 Senate passed a resolution recommending 
that there should not be smoking in classrooms, and it also decided that it 
would not impose any particular sanctions in connection with that. The 
matter really lies therefore, at the level of moral suasion. He advised that the 
question could certainly be put on the Senate agenda again if there was a 
request from a Senate member to do so. However, he felt that it probably 
would not be particularly helpful to simply put the item on the agenda, but 
rather presumably one would want to put it on the agenda against the 
background of the kind of comments or complaints that the D.S.A. has been 
receiving. He suggested that the background material be put in writing in 
some form and submitted to the Steering Committee which could then 
consider its inclusion on the agenda. 


With respect to the implementation date of the revised Library Loans Policy 
which was approved by Senate in December 1978, it was stated that recent 
conversations with Library administration officials have indicated that the 
computer programme problem was not as severe as had been originally 
suggested and that apparently it might have been possible to implement the 
policy in January. It was wondered whether there had been any change in 
the situation or whether it could be implemented for the beginning of the 
1979 summer session, as opposed to the original implementation date of 
June or September, 1979. 


Dr. Filion advised that the latest information that he had received from the 
computer programmers was that the policy could not be implemented before 
the end of Spring, that was, sometime in May or June. However, he would 
look into the situation in order to clarify when the computer changes could 
be made and specifically, to the suggestion that if the revised policy could 
be implemented for the summer, it would be better to implement it at the 
beginning of the summer, in May, rather than June. He will report to Senate 
at the next meeting. 


It was stated that the Department Chairmen in the Faculty of Engineering 
have noted a dramatic upsurge in the number of requests for re-evaluation 
since the adoption of the Academic Re-evaluation Regulations in January 
1978 and it was wondered whether it would be possible for the Registrar, 
within the next month or so, to compile statistics comparing the number of 
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re-evaluations covering the examination period of December 1978 versus 
the number for December 1977. 


The Registrar agreed to provide the statistics referred to above. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting the Report from U.C.C.C. on the Liberal 
Arts College Admission and Graduation Requirements (DOC-US-79-1-Dl), 
advised that the first sentence in item B.4. should be corrected to read " ... 
will be required to reach a satisfactory level etc." He reminded Senate that 
U.C.C.C. had been mandated to write the Admission and Graduation 
Requirements in the Liberal Arts College and the Report (DOC-US-79-1-Dl) 
was being tabled at Senate for information. 


It was announced that Dr. M. Uprichard, Director of the Health Education 
programme, has been named a Scholar of the American Nurses Association, 
in recognition of her research work in nursing. 


Senate was reminded that Prof. R. Greenberg's appointment to the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Multiple Submissions of Course Papers had been approved at 
the last Senate meeting, subject to confirmation of her acceptance. It was 
announced that Prof. Greenberg has been contacted and has agreed to serve 
on the Committee. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that copies of the Government White Paper on 
Colleges have been distributed to the Vice-Rectors, Deans, Department 
Chairmen, and heads of services in the University, for the benefit of anyone 
who might wish to read it. His summary of the White Paper was also 
available in the same offices. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE FELLOWSHIPS, 
SCHOLARSHIPS, AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, THE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, AND THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON SMALL UNITS 
(DOC-US-79-1-D2), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Implementation Date of the Certificate Programmes in Art Education and 
Judaic Studies 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the recommendation from 
U.C.C.C. concerning the date of implementation of the Certificate 
Programmes in Art Education and Judaic Studies (DOC-US-79-1-D3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LOCKE, THAT THE IMPLEMENTATION DATE OF THE 
CERTIFICATE IN ART EDUCATION AND THE CERTIFICATE IN 
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JUDAIC STUDIES, BE MADE RETROACTIVE TO SEPTEMBER 1, 
1978 (DOC-US-79-1-D3). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Permanent Composition of the Arts and Science Faculty Council 


In presenting the Composition of the Permanent Council of the Faculty of 
Arts and Science (DOC-US-78-14-D1O), Dr. Wall advised that items (10) 
through (42) should be corrected to read "One Faculty Member, etc." 


He explained that the permanent composition of the Council was being 
presented one year earlier than what was actually required by Senate, which 
was January 1980. Senate had attempted to give the Arts and Science 
Faculty sufficient time to organize itself, to-realize-.the creation of the 
11smaller units", and to see how the representation of those "units" on the 
Faculty Council would be handled. The development of the "smaller units" 
has been faster than had originally been perceived and the Steering 
Committee therefore felt that it was appropriate to introduce the permanent 
composition of the Arts and Science Faculty Council much earlier than had 
been anticipated. 


He advised that the debate began in the Steering Committee with the 
establishment of certain models that could be used for the development of a 
proper permanent Council for the Faculty. It was clear in those debates that 
there was essential agreement on just about everything, with the exception 
of the size of the Council. 


The issue was whether the Council should be small with representation by 
Division, or whether it should be large, with representation by department 
or "unit". The Steering Committee presented two models to the Interim 
Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science and during that debate there was 
very little support for the smaller Faculty Council model. The overwhelming 
feeling in Council was that the most important aspect of the permanent 
Council was that it gave voice to all of the constituent parts of the Faculty 
and that the Faculty of Arts and Science wanted a Council on which every 
particular unit would have a voice and be able to express the feelings of the 
faculty that they represented. That was, that the nature of representation 
should be by department and "small unit". That position was 
overwhelmingly endorsed by the Interim Council of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science and it was the nature of the composition of the permanent Council 
of the Faculty of Arts and Science now before Senate for approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BHATNAGAR, THAT THE PERMANENT COMPOSITION OF THE 
ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL (DOCUS-78-14-D10, 
INCLUDING ITEMS "i" TO "v" ON PAGE 2), AS CORRECTED, BE 
APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. VERTHUY, SECONDED 
BY PROF. WATERS, THAT THE PHRASE "(non-voting)" BE 
DELETED FROM ITEM (9) OF THE PERMANENT COMPOSITION OF 
THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL 
(DOCUS-78-14-D10). 


Dr. Wall explained that the issue of voting privileges for the Secretary of 
Council had been raised at the Arts and Science Faculty Council meeting. At 
that time, he had expressed the feeling that the Secretariat of the Council 
must appear to be impartial, must in fact be impartial, must not take sides in 
debates and must have the complete trust of all members of the Council that 
the nature of debates would be reported fairly and accurately in the minutes 
of Council meetings. Hence the "nonvoting" status of the Secretary. He 
advised that this position was endorsed by the Intertm Council of the 
Faculty of Arts and Science. 


It was stated that historically, the Secretaries of the Arts Faculty Councils on 
both campuses have been faculty members and that faculty members as 
Secretaries of Council have always voted. It was argued that to the best of 
one's knowledge, none have been impeached for an absence of impartiality. 
The feeling was expressed that what seemed to be in question here was 
whether the Secretary was faculty or non-faculty and that was a very serious 
matter because it was discriminatory. It was argued that we would be 
foolish indeed to assume that a faculty member was capable of reaching 
some fascinating degree of objectivity that a non-teaching member of the 
University could not reach. Again, it was stated that faculty members acting 
as Secretaries of Councils have never been deprived of voting rights and it 
was more than discriminatory, in fact it was totally unjust, to ask someone ' 
to act as Secretary of Council and deprive that individual of voting 
privileges. 


Responding to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that the documents setting 
up the Intertm Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science, as formally 
approved, do not mention a Secretary of Council. That was also the case 
insofar as the documents pertaining to the other Faculty Councils were 
concerned. 


Dr. Wall explained that when the Interim Council of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science was initially formed, the Council elected one of the elected faculty 
members as Secretary, who consequently, while Secretary, retained the 
voting rights. That individual, however, having found the 
workload-unbearable, resigned after one month. Dr. Wall further explained 
that as Chairman of the Interim Council, he was aware of the extremely 
heavy workload of the Secretary of Council and that he did not honestly feel 
that an elected member would be able, in fact, to carry out that particular 
responsibility successfully. Consequently, he asked his Assistant to fill the 
role of Secretary of the Council and he requested and received Council's 
endorsement for that. In so doing, it was his understanding that they were 
not electing the individual to the Council but rather that the individual was 
acting as Secretary to the Council as his assistant as Chairman, and 
therefore, did not vote. He further advised that when the document was 


presented to Council, the issue of the voting rights of the Secretary was 
raised. However, there was no vote on the issue simply because no one on 
Council attempted to amend the document. 


With respect to the situation in other Faculty Councils, it was explained that 
in the Engineering Faculty Council the Secretary was also an exofficio 
member of Council by virtue of his position and therefore had a vote; that in 
the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council the Secretary was an 
elected member of Council and therefore had voting rights; and in the Fine 
Arts Faculty Council the Secretary was not a member of the Council but 
rather, the Dean's Assistant acted as Secretary and did not have a vote. 


It was pointed out that in the proposed Permanent Composition of the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council (DOC-US-78-14-D1O), there were nine 
ex-officio members, only one of whom was being deprived of voting 
privileges. It was further stated that the ex-officio members were not elected 
members and were not representative of any particular body and it was 
argued that the Secretary of Council, who performs an extremely important 
function, should have the same voting rights as the other ex-officio 
members of Council. 


It was stated that if the Secretary was a member of Council elected from a 
constituency, as initially was the case in the Interim Council of the Faculty 
of Arts and Science, that person would have a vote by virtue-of the fact that 
he or she represented a constituency. 


If that was the intention of the document (US-78-14-DI10), item (9) would 
be illegitimate because it would mean that the individual would have two 
votes, one as Secretary, ex-officio, and the other as a member of Council 
elected by a constituency. It was argued that if on the other hand you have a 
Secretary who is essentially a clerical person and the expertise which that 
individual brings to the Council meetings was fundamentally clerical, not 
the expertise of a faculty member, student, or University official such as a 
Registrar or Admissions Officer, then that individual should not have a vote 
and should not be counted as part of the quorum. It was suggested that item 
(9) should be completely deleted because the Secretary, as written in 
document US-78-14-D1O, counted as part of the quorum and also that if it 
was a Secretary in the sense that it was an elected member of Council, it 
would be raising the quorum by one, illegitimately. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the documents establishing the memberships of 
Senate and Faculty Councils, including the Interim Council of the Faculty of 
Arts and Science, were all drafted in a parallel way in that they do not list 
the Secretary in the list of members, nor do they make any mention of the 
secretaryship. He explained that under the powers of these bodies, they 
have the power to organize their affairs as they see fit and it was under that 
authority that Senate and Faculty Councils have appointed Secretaries in a 
variety of ways. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED 
BY DR. BREEN, THAT ITEM "(9)" ON PAGE 1 AND ITEM "v" ON 
PAGE 2, OF THE PERMANENT COMPOSITION OF THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL (DOC-US-78-14-D10O), BE DELETED 
AND THAT THE REMAINING MEMBERSHIP ITEM NUMBERS BE 
ADJUSTED ACCORDINGLY. 


It was understood that the essence of the amendment was to delete all 
references to the Secretary of Council from the document and that, if 
passed, the total membership would be reduced from 59 to 58 members. 


Responding to a question as to whether the amendment, if passed, would 
prohibit a member from the secretarial staff becoming Secretary of Council, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that it would not but rather, it would put the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council in the same position as the other Faculty Councils, 
in that the memberships make no mention of Secretary and it was up to the 
Council, as stated under the powers of Council, to establish procedures for 
the conduct of its affairs. He advised further that the only thing that Council 
would not be able to do would be to give a vote to the Secretary of Council, 
if that person was not already a member of Council and therefore already 
had a vote. 


The membership of Council essentially defined who could vote, however, 
there would be no problem in appointing a non-member as Secretary. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Concern was expressed over the fact that the document made no mention of 
the length of term of elected members nor staggering the terms in the first 
round of appointments as was normally the case in other Faculty Councils. 


Dr. Wall explained that the intention of the Council I was that the terms 
would be for three years staggered in the first round of appointments. 


It was suggested that it would be appropriate to propose the above as an 
amendment to the document. 


Responding to a question, Dr. Wall advised that the understanding was that 
the permanent Council would be established immediately it had been 
approved by the Board of Governors. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the new Council would legally go into effect as 
soon as it was approved by the Board of Governors or on the date that the 
Board of Governors' resolution specified. 

Concern was voiced over items "i" and "iv" on page 2 of document 
US78-14-D 10, it being argued that they could be used to either expand or 
contract the membership without the Council having to come back to Senate 
for approval of a change in its membership. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED 
BY DR. BREEN, THAT ITEMS "i" AND "iv" (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-78-14-D10), BE DELETED. 


Dr. Wall explained that there would be new units developed within the. Arts 
and Science Faculty and the philosophy expressed in item flit? was that such 
units should have representation on Council. Also, Senate would have to 
approve the creation of such units and in so doing Senate would be giving 
them representation on the Faculty Council. However, he had no serious 
objection to the item being deleted, provided that it was understood that the 
philosophy of the Arts and Science Faculty was not in any way affected by 
the deletion. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the implication of the amendment was not in any 
way to question the principle alluded to above, but rather it was simply to 
make a tidier document. Technically what would have to happen if a new 
programme were created and if deemed appropriate, was that there would 
simultaneously be a proposed amendment to the membership of Council. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED 
BY PROF. XISTRIS, THAT THE TERM OF OFFICE OF FACULTY 
MEMBERS BE TWO YEARS, STAGGERED IN THE FIRST ROUND 
OF APPOINTMENT, AND THAT THE TERM OF OFFICE OF 
STUDENT MEMBERS BE ONE YEAR. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY 
PROF. BHATNAGAR, THAT THE TERM OF OFFICE OF FACULTY 
MEMBERS BE CHANGED FROM TWO YEARS TO THREE YEARS. 


- THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


- THE AMENDMENT, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


With respect to item "ii", on page two of document US-78-14-D10, it was 
agreed that as an editorial change, in presenting the document to the Board 
of Governors for approval, the item as written be removed and replaced by 
the rule at the bottom of the page, as amended. 


With respect to the size of the proposed Council, the hope was expressed 
that we would not end up in the position of having to discuss matters which 
should have been properly resolved in Council before coming to Senate and 
standing committees of Senate. 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS CORRECTED AND AMENDED, WAS 
VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
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Supplemental Examinations - Regulations 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the Supplemental Examination 
Regulations (DOC-US-79-1-D4). 


He pointed out that the Faculty Regulations (pages 2 and 3, document 
US-79-1-D4), were the existing Faculty Regulations and did not require 
approval by Senate. 


He proposed that the University Regulations as presented in document 
US-79-1-D4 be adopted by Senate so that they could appear in the 1980/81 
Calendar in this form. 


It was pointed out that the wording of item | under Faculty Regulations, 
(page 2, document US-79-1-D4), has been changed from the wording as it 
will appear in the 1979/80 Calendar and it was suggested that the first line 
under the Faculty of Arts and Science be changed to read will be available 
when and only when etc. ..." It was explained that the current wording was 
that "Supplemental examinations must be given when, as a condition, 
etc..." and by changing the wording to only when the emphasis was being 
placed on the necessity rather than the sufficiency of the condition. 


It was wondered whether it was the intention of item 1, page 2 (DOC- 
US-79-1-D4) that if some students fulfill an instructor's requirement 
whereby they are allowed to write a supplemental, that all students who fail 
would be allowed to write the supplemental. It was explained that this point 
was being raised because a situation could arise where a final examination 
would count for 50% or more and it was a condition of the course that that 
examination be passed, but there also might be other work that must be 
passed. Under this situation, the instructor might wish to distinguish 
between two classes of failed students, those who have completed the first 
part of the course and have only the examination to pass and therefore could 
be permitted to write a supplemental, and the second group who ' were not 
allowed to write a supplemental because that does not fulfill the 
requirements of the course. 


It was pointed out that the answer to the above question was that it was not 
part of the Supplemental Regulations, but rather it falls under the Grading 
Regulations, which state that it was the course which may or may not have a 
supplemental, and therefore a supplemental would be available to all 
students or to no students, depending on the Supplemental Regulations. It 
was also stated that this could lead to the strange situation whereby a 
supplemental may be available to a student, who, regardless of what grade 
was received on the supplemental, would not pass the course, having 
already failed an essential component of that course. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that on strictly technical grounds, he would rule the 
above issue out or order at this time. He explained that the Grading 
Regulations laid down the existing system but could be changed if at some 
point, a proposition was brought forward to change them. However, that 


issue was not affected one way or the other by the document 
(DOC-US-79-1-D4) that was now before Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE UNIVERSITY REGULATIONS (PAGES 1 AND 
2, DOCUMENT US-79-1-D4), BE APPROVED. 


It was argued that item 2 (page 1, document US-79-1-D4), as worded, 
created two classes of students. The first was the student who writes the 
final examination and fails, takes the supplemental and fails, and then takes 
the course a second time, with the third examination being the student's 
final chance. 


On the other hand, there could be a student who writes the final examination 
and fails, does not write the supplemental examination, takes the course 
over again and again fails. In this case, the student should be entitled to 
write the supplemental examination the second time around since he did not 
do so the first time. 


It was suggested that item 2 (page 1, document US-79-1-D4), be reworded 
to read "A student is not permitted to write a second supplemental 
examination for a course, even if that course is repeated." It was explained 
that the suggested wording would allow a student who does not write the 
supplemental examination the first time he takes a course, to write the 
supplemental examination the second time he takes the course. 


It was suggested that the best way to achieve the above would be to simply 
state that "A student is not permitted to write a second supplemental 
examination for the same course". 


It was explained that the phrase, "even if that course is repeated" had been 
added to the suggested rewording of item 2. to cover the case of a student 
who might argue that in registering again, he was in fact registering for a 
different course. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that while it could be argued that the shorter version of 
the suggested rewording of item 2, covered both cases, he nevertheless felt 
that there would be confusion because the question could arise as to whether 
or not a repeated course was the same course and it could be argued that it 
was a new registration and therefore, it must be a different course. Also, if 
the intent was to go in that direction, the proper wording could be found, 
although it was always awkward to do so in a meeting such as this. He 
suggested that the amendment be moved around the intent, which everyone 
was reasonably clear on, and the wording could be worked on outside the 
meeting. 


It was wondered whether the intent of the suggested rewording was that a 
student would not be allowed to write more than three examinations. 


It was explained that that was the intent insofar as twice in the course was 
concerned, however, one did not want to rule out the possibility of a student 
receiving permission to take the course a third time. 


The feeling was expressed that the easiest solution was to leave item 2 as 
written and even though there was an anomaly, one was not sure that it was 
such a terribly unfair anomaly. The idea was that a student had a chance to 
write a supplemental if he takes the course a second time. Thus all students 
would have had equal opportunity and it seemed less confusing to have item 
2 recorded as written in the document. 


It was argued that the above was not strictly true because we could have a 
situation where a student takes a course in the first term, was not a 
graduating student so that the supplemental examination was not available 
until the following summer and the student may not plan to be in Montreal 
during the summer and therefore, decides to take the course in the second 
term. Unfortunately, he fails, and while there may extenuating 
circumstances, since he has failed a second time, the regulation, as presently 
worded, would preclude that student from writing the supplemental. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MORRIS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. GIGUERE, THAT ITEM 2 (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-79-1-D4) 
BE REWORDED IN SUCH A WAY AS TO ALLOW A STUDENT WHO 
DOES NOT WRITE THE SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATION THE 
FIRST TIME HE TAKES A COURSE, TO WRITE THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL ELIMINATION THE SECOND TIME HE TAKES 
THAT COURSE. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the amendment has been moved around the intent 
and not the specific wording. In due course, if passed, an attempt would be 
made to find the wording that accomplishes the intent. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


With respect to item 3 (page 1, document US-79-1-D4), it was explained 
that the phrase "failed student" meant failed as defined in the University 
Calendar according to the student's programme, as opposed to failure 
within a course. 


It was pointed out that in the Faculty of Engineering, there were three 
categories of students, two of which were not allowed to write 
supplementals. These categories were "good standing", "conditional 
standing", and "failed".-- It was suggested that perhaps item 3 might be 
reworded to state that "a student who is not in good standing may not write 


supplemental examinations". 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the above was a good question, but it was 
precisely the kind of question where he was very dubious of off-the-cuff 
answers. However, it was a legitimate question to raise and should be 
looked into. 


79-1-19 


79-1-20 


Concern was expressed over students being able to read these regulations in 
the Calendar and being able to find their way through them. The point being 
made was that a student could look up the phrase "failed student" in the 
index and would be referred to a specific section of the Calendar, but one 
was not certain that the phrase "in good standing" was an indexed item. 


It was agreed that the wording of item 3, (page 1, DOC-US-79-1-D4) be 
reviewed. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that there was no urgency to pass the document and 
at a certain point in the meeting he would propose that it be tabled and the 
issues that have been raised would be looked into. 


It was wondered why item 5 was in the document, since the "new grading 
system" was the only grading system that existed. 


Concerning item 9 (page 2, document US-79-1-D4), it was wondered what 
the effective dates would be if the dates indicated happened to fall on a 
weekend. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that under such circumstances the effective date 
would be the next business day following. 


It was pointed out that under the Failure Regulations in the Calendar, a 
failed student receives on his record the notation "Failed. May not 
re-register; may not write supplemental examinations." If that student 
applies and is readmitted, he is classified as a student on "Academic 
Probation." In reading the Calendar, the implication in the wording was that 
"Academic Probation" was a new category of student rather than a 
sub-division of "Failed Student", as was intended. Consequently, it was 
suggested that item 3 (page 2, document US-79-1-D4) should be re-worded 
to state "A failed student, or a student on Academic Probation etc.." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATIONS - 
REGULATIONS (DOC-US-79-1-D4), BE TABLED. 

- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
Next meeting 


It was announced that the next meeting would be held on February 23, 
1979. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


